EXPLORER (Lehnert and Sbwartz, 1982; Shwartz 1982) is a non-fragile, 'bands-on" language analysis system that allows oil explorationists with no knowledge of computers or computer progra-. For example, the word "show" has two distinct meanings in the above request.
The first instance of "show" is synonymous with "display", whereas the second time "show" is used it has a technical meaning (i.e., an indicator of oil or gas in a well). The surrounding conceptual context is used to determine which sense of "show" is appropriate in each case. When a system error is fatal in the sense that the user does not or cannot recover from it, we categorize the request as an A3 request: an A3 request should not result in map generation.
We have omitted from this analysis any requests Chat were aborted due to transmission errors or user-initiated interrupts.
In addition to our three performance categories, we will characterize the general complexity of a request in three ways:
The number of words in the original input request.
[2] Interactive Complexity: The number of complete interactions between the user and EXPLORER during a single request dialog.
[3] Conceptual Complexity:
The number of lines generated in the target query language.
We realize that some users will try to maximize efficient communication by minimizing the number of complete interactions.
At the same time, still other users will find it easier to enter a minimal request and let the system ask for more information as needed. So while there is an apparent trade-off between the length of the initial request (surface complexity) and the number of interactions needed to fully interpret that request (interactive complexity), we cannot evaluate EXPLORER's effectiveness by trying to minimize one or the other. [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] 3(3-3) 9(9-10) 22 7(3-14) 11(9-22) 37(9-57) 8(5-12) 12(10-L4)
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25(1-87) 7(3-14) 11(9-22)
We must also note that conceptual complexity as it is defined here can only give a very rough idea of the conceptual content and information processing involved.
It might be tempting to look for conceptual complexity as a function of surface complexity and interactive complexity, but any simple decomposition along these lines will be misleadingIf a user changes the scale of a map I0 times, we will see a large interactive complexity with no change in conceptual complexity.
A more sensitive set of complexity measures will have co be designed before we can expect to see correlations across the various measures.
The results of our trial test period are sue~arized in Table  1 
